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JOINT INTERVENORS' SUPPLEMENT TO MOTION
TO AUGMENT OR, IN
THE ALTERNATIVE, TO REOPEN THE
RECORD

OnkFebtuary 14, 1984, the Joint Intervenors filed a
Motion to Augment or, in the Alternative, to Reopen the Record in
the reopened design proceeding to receive further evidence
regarding significant and highly relevant new information obtained
through former Diablo Canyon Project engineer Cha:les Stokes and
the subsequent NRC investigation of those allegations. Following
receipt of responses to that motion, this Appeal Board deferred
consideration of the irf mation and issued its decision in the
reopened proceeding. ALAB-763, at 103 (March 20, 1984).

Less thar. one week thereafter, the Commission received
written testimony from NRC Region III Inspector Isa Yin, who was
principally responsible for a substantial part of the NRC Staff's
investigation of the Stokes allegations. In his Statement, Mr. Yin

portrayed a far different picture of the NRC Staff's investigative
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findings than was presented to this Board in the Staff's opposition
to the Joint Intervenors' motion. In contrast to the Staff's
denigration of the significance of the information, Mr. Yin
concluded:

(1) Almost all of the Stokes
allegations assigned to me for follow-up
had been substantiated;

(2) Based on the number of assessed
violations of 10 C.F.R. 50, Appendix B
criteria resulting from follow-up on these
allegations and the independent overview
inspections, it was concluded that there
had been apparent QA program breakdown in
the areas of S/B and L/B piping design
control;

(3) The lack of licensee L/B and S/B
piping system design control that had
resulted in an alarmingly large number of
calculation errors and deficiencies that
had slipped through various review and
checking stages, is indicative of the
failure of the Corrective Action Program
conducted by the Diablo Canyon Project
group in the past two years;

(4) Discussions [with the DCP])
included onsite design personnel training,
document control, audits, design
verification, thermal loading release
within the rigid restraint gaps, and
snubber/rigid restraint interaction. At
the time of the meeting, none of the
issues was considered to be a problem
byDCP. However, during follow-up
inspections, all of the above items had
resulted in staff reassessment of
violation items. The event reflected
DCP's lack of concern for establishment
and implementation of a sound design
concrol QA program;

(5) Hardware problems involving
snubber and rigid restraint
interaction . . . had resulted [at La
Salle] . . . in removal and replacement of
hundreds of large and small size
mechanical snubbers. The DCP's position



in regarding the same situations
identified at DCNPP to be not a problem,
requires in-depth review and evaluation by
the staff.

Baseda on these conclusions, Inspector Yin urged the Commission
not to allow the plant to "go critical" at this time. (See
attached Differing Professional Opinion of Isa Yin, Inspector,
NRC Region III (March 26, 1984).

This new information bears obviously on the Joint
Intervenors' pending motion and on the accuracy of the Board's
conclusions in ALAB-763. Moreover, it contradicts the NRC
Staff's representations in its opposition to the Joint
Intervenors' motion and, in light of Mr. Yin's key role in the
Staff's investigation, it raises the question why the Staff
failed even to mention Mr. Yin's findings, his opinion, or the
fact that the Staff was adopting a position significantly
different than that conveyed by the inspector principally
responsible, and described by Mr. Yin in his testimony to the

Commission.l/

3/ When the Joint Intervenors' counsel asked NRC Staff
counsel by telephone on March 27, 1984 why no affidavit by
Inspector Yin had been included in the Staff's response, he
stated simply that Mr. Yin was "out of town." That excuse is
patently inadequate. The Staff has an obligation of full
disclosure to the Board of all relevant information. We
consider a serious breach of that obligation the Staff's failure
to inform the Board and all parties of Inspector Yin's findings,
in light of their significance and the fact that Yin was
assigned lead responsibility for investigation of many of the
Stokes allegations. The Staff's material false statement by
omission is a clear example of the Staff acting not as a
representative of the public, but as an advocate for the
application. Such conduct renders these licensing proceedings
little better than a farce.



Other documentation recently released relating to
Inspector Yin's findings includes his oral testimony to the
Commission on March 26-27, 1984 (attached hereto as an exhibit),

the transcript of a March 28, 1984 meeting of Mr., Yin and

representatives of PGandE (served on the Board and all parties

by Board Notification 84-068 (March 28, 1984)), and the draft
Inspection Report (Rev. 3), and Sunmary of Findings by Isa Yin
(served on the Board and all parties by Board Notification 84-
071 (April 3, 1984). Each of these documents provides further
explanation of and support for the findings of QA and design
deficiencies referred to in his written testimony to the
Commission. In particular, the March 28, 1984 transcript and
the draft Inspection Report and Summary of Findings provide a

highly detailed description of the basis for the finding, the

sources of th information, the proposed NRC Staff conclusion,
and the regulatory provision violated by the deficiency. The
general categories of deficiencies include personnel
indoctrination and training, identification of nonconformances
and corrective action, document control, procedures,
implementation of procedures, design control, audits, and
control of contractors. Within each category, numerous examples
are provided based on the Staff's investigation, examples that
undermine both the adequacy of the Diablo Canyon design as a
whole and the reliability of the IDVP conclusions.

All of this new information is significant and
directly relevant to the matters raised in the Joint

Intervencrs' motion and considered in ALAB-763. Accordingly,



for all these reasons, the Joint Intervenors reaffirm their

pending motion and supplement that motion with the following

materials relating to the Yin testimony:

e i, TR, SV, R, VR, W T ST Sllee IRRL R . W

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

Yin Testimony to Commission (March 26, 1984)
(attached);

Transcript, Commission Meeting (March 26-27,
1984) (excerpts attached);

Transcript of Meeting between Yin and PGandE
(March 28, 1984) (served on Board and all parties
by Board Notification 84-068 (March 28, 1984));
Draft Inspection Report (Rev. 3) and Summary of
Findings by Isa Yin (served on Board and all
parties by Board Notification 84-071 (April 3,
1984)).



Based on the foregoing, and for all the reasons

previously stated, the Joint Intervenors urge that their motion

to augment or, in the alternative, to reopen the record be

granted.
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My neme is Isa Yin. I a- presently working in Regien III,
Division el Fnzineering as a Sernior !techarical Enzineer.
Eelative to the Ziable Canyon luclear Power Plant
(DCNP?);;5zﬁj}hvesti:ation effort, I waes assigned the
responsibility of fcllowine up on some of the allepetions
made by Mr, Charles Stckes, The specific investization
areas were restricted to the site small bore (S/B)
piping susﬁension system design centrol, However, due
tc hardware deficlencies observed during plent walkdewn,
the licensee design contrel measures for large bore
(L/B) pipinrz system hed also been included as a part
of the overview inspection and evaluation.
As a result 6E‘fhe investigation and inspecticn findings,
1t is my professional opinien that the Unit 1 reactor
should nc: be permitted to go critical at this tirme,
The reascons for such determinaticn are as follow:
1: Almos® all of the Stckes allezations assiagned to
g me for followup had been substantiated, Besed on
the many assessed violations against the 1CCFR30
Appendix B criteria resulting from follewup on
these allegaticns and the independent overview
inspecticns, 1% was concluded that there had
been anparent GA pregram breakdewn In the areas

of S/B and L/B pihinz design centrol.

E¥XH. L




2,

Fipinz svstems cannot be subjected tc true functione
abiiity tests until after severe transient conditicns,
such as an ear:thquake, had occurred. The ensurance

cef syster cperability relies principally cn analy%tical
retheds., In spite of this dependence ¢n theory anc
anaiysis, the lack of licensee L/B and S/B piping
system design control that had resulted in an alarminaly
large nuTber of calculation errors end deficliencles
that had 2‘1pped through various review and checking
stages, is indicative of the failure of the Corrective
Acticn Srearem conducted by the Diable Canyon Project

(DCP) aroup in the past two years,

Issues reised in responding to the staffl's initlal
concerrns were discussed during a meeting held with

DCP perscnnel at NRC-NRR office on December 15, 1983,
Discussions inclucded onsi:g design personnel training,
document contrcl, audits, éesign verification, thermal
leading release within the rigid restraint gaps,

and snubber/rigid restraint interaction, A%t the time
of the meeting, none of the issues was considered

to be a prcb%em by DCP, Howevarﬁ during follewup

inspections, all the abcve items had resulted in

stafs assessment of viclaticn items. The event



reflected pcp's leck of concern for es:ablishment and

1mplementetion of a sound design control QA progran,

Hardware probL%‘; {nvolving gnubber and rigid

restraint inter etion that could make the snubbe’

1ncperab1e under design conditions were 1dentified

1p La Salle unit 3 Just pefore the HRC operation
lfcense hearing, and had resulted {n licensee

fi1ing of 2 1OCFRSC.55(e) repors, and removal and
replacement of hundrecs of large and gmall size
mechanical gnutbers. The DC?'s position {n yegarding
the seme s&tuationéidentified at DCUPP +o be not

a problem prequires nn-depth review and evaluation

py the staff.

At the present, with fuel 1oacded in the Unift 1

,reactor. the access control 1nc1ud1na.complica:ed

,security eysten, and the peoor air quality resulted

from system hot functicnal restings, rmakes {nepection '
{nside the containment difficult and intolerable.

with the i:g:ﬁ::;:‘that there will pe: (2) sub-

gtantial smount of ssaff and licensee reinspection
activities, an¢ (b) some gyster nardware modification
and re~woTK; to allow reactor low pover testing

pefcre resolvinz the existinf problems could dis-
ccurece adaitional {nspection effort and could

ninder any required corrective actions.
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at five percent anyway. So they only go up to two, three,
four, five percent, to do the physic test or moderator
expansion, and these kinds of things, and shut back down.

So remember, we did look at the exposure, in terms
of megawatt days, at the time and decided it wasn't needed._

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: I should call attention that
out of the six items, it's taken an hour and three quarters
for the first one, and we still have part of the first one.

I don't mean to rush you, but --

(Laughter.)

But I just call your attentiorn to making sure th;t
we don't duplicate question. ’

MR. EISENHUT: Perhaps we can move to the last part
of the first item then, which was the small.bore piving
area. And Jim Knight is heras to address that.

MR. DENTON: This is one that vou should here. It
has forced us to do quite a bit more review and Jim Knight,
the Assistant Director of Engineering, will describe that.

MR. KNIGHT: If I may, just by opening =-- and before
< forget the qguestion and its relatlonship to this subject,
You earlier had asked, Commissioner Asselstine, if we would
go to five percent power make anything more difficult? Just
to add to what was already said, one possibility == in thinking
in terms of something like Piping that is pervasive all

throughout the plant == is the necessity for scheduling times




.'nb“

o2

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

21

24

issues that were treated by the IDVP. Anq I woulgd Concur
wWith Darrel]'g initjal €Stimate that Out of the first
batch of allegations, Foughly a quarter of them, there ar;
few, if any, in the Structural and system design areas that
go dlrectly to the Subject of the alleqation.

They dealt With the Same subject anéa, like the
Component Cooling water System. Ang there were 2 numbey

that wWere in the Structural area. Asg g, matter of fact, 1

Is that an answer to your Question?

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: It i1s, and I guess 1
have a follow 4P, which ijg could youy talk a little bit aboyt
the significance of that? Given the fact tpat these are

alleqatxons, if the allegations Drove to pe Correct, what

I g

-

Sy - N
.- .




12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

&8 2 8B B

70

significance do you attach to that, in terms of the IDvp

work? Were they caught by the IDVP? 1f they were not caught
by the 1pVP review, what significance do you attach to it, in
terms of the quality of the IpvVP effort?

MR. KNIGHT:

looked at, the IDVP was a sampling program and it took certain
specific areas and looked at them. 1It's difficult to draw
a linear correlation between what did the IDVP lcok at and
were the allegations, in those matters, in fact borne out
or not.

I think you almost have to take them by category.
In the strhctural area there were no instances. to my
recollection, where the allegation was shown to be
substantiated. Let me be cautious. There were areas where
it might have been substantiated but the impvact was
negligible.

I remember One, a classic, where the allegation

was that a certain computer code in use in the structural

area did not have the Capability to treat torsion in built
up sections. That was true. When we reviewed the matter we
found that the neople who were responsible for structural
design had realized that fact and had, 1in fact, done an
initial hand calculations and synthesized the results of

the hand to computer calculations to Come up with what we




believe is an acceptable result.

And that, largely, was the same kind of finding that
You saw made in the IDVP.

. CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: On page E8 of 22, you speak
about the Computer calculations. And one of the questions
I have is when will computer calculations on small bore piping
will be done? Wwill they be done --

MR. DENTON: We have a whole story that we want to
tell you, about small bore piping. And maybe now is the time
to get into that.

MR. KNICHT: These computer calculations I was
talking about a distinct =-- there are two separate sets of
calculations. Perhaps I could finish on this first question.

Particularly in the area of piping, the IDVP for
istance, did find 1n a number of areas, the same kinds of
problems that we are seeing. And we'll talk about them in

a minute, where they looked. And again, they didn't look

at a number of areas that we have loocked into.

In those instances, as was the mandate of the IDVP,

they looked at the problems they saw. They loocked at what

they felt was the overall quality of endgineering being nerformL

and they made a judgment that -- and I would say a suooorted
judgment -~ that Albeit there were these oroblems, the
final quality of €ngineering was adequate.

And I think that's an important point to recognize,

d
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that the IDVP was designed to have a professional experienced
group go in and take an overview, and base a judgment on
that overview.

COMMISSIONER ASSELSTINE: 1I gather that, at least
in terms of these calculations for small bore piping, the
Staff has now reached the conclusion that something more
than what the I1pvp Program called for really is warranted.
Should I draw anything, in terms of singificance, from that,
in terms of the adequacy of the IDVP effort or not? Or is
that =--

MR. KNIGHT: My response is not at this time. I
think it's a very significant aspect of all that the Staff
has done and of the Staff's -ecommendation in these areas is
based on the fact that despite finding some‘of these nroblems,
which are not all that unique in type to Diablo Canyon, but
may in some instances be above what we consider to be an
acceptable level in terms of frequency of occurrence.

Despite this, we have not found inadequacies in the
hardware, as installed in the plant. And that, too, was
the principal thrust of the IDVP, to reach that bottom line,
to look for that bottom line.

If, for instance, it should subsequently arise that
We are seeing unacceptable hardware as designed, in cavpable of
meeting the loads that are required, then we would have to

Sstep back and look and see what it means.
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One area that might be interesting to discuss
along those lines is a question that has arisen as to the
prevalence of snubbers, mechanical snubbing -- mechanical
hydraulic snubbers -- but are not, in the final analysis,
necessary. This is an area where the IDVP simply did not
look. 1In some instances, it has taken it almost as a given
that this is a problem that exists and needs to be fixed, but
not as a problem which speaks directly to functional adequacy
of the systems.

With that, I would perhaps move on into the sm;ll
bore piping area. Some 1l or 12 of the original allegations

were treated under this heading of small bore Piping, and aften

an initial period of inspection, the subject was transferred
to NPR as a matter of berter administration for the follow-up
on the allegations since NRR would become involved.

The effort was carried out by inspectors from
Region III, th2 NRR staff. We used some of our consultants

from Brookhaven and on one special inspection, received

assistance from an inspector from Region I. All of this

covered about the past, oh, I guess it's going on four months,
and the result has been that we have reached a point now where

we see problems in the design QA program conducted, particularly

We have, aside from both programmatic and

implementation problems, we have discerned what we consider
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an unacceptable error rate in the one class of calculations

and those were the calculations performed by computer on th

i

)

small bore Plping supports.
Following up on ==
COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Can I ask You something
about that? 1 noticed in one of the documents that the
error rate was something like 20 percent as opposed to the

usual 10 percent. Now, the 10 pPercent sounded a little bit

MR. KNIGHT: Yes, and I Suppose you might get,
Some argument. The consensus of people both on the staff
and industry and talking to people on piping committees is
that if you go in to look at a mass of calculation tasks
like small bore Plping, you will find on the order of a
10 percent error rate. Now, that doesn't say that 10 percen
of the calculations or that 10 percent of the calculations

are giving an erroneous find ng, but it' Saying that in

n

T

l0 percent of those calculations you'll find something
ranging anywhere from an inadequate round-off to a rather
significant error in computer input or modeling. But
that's a judyment call. There is no extensive study to
back that bio

But in talking to the People who have been
involved in this for amumber of Years, that's the figure we

come up with.

- -
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CHAIRMAN PALLADINC: But why in this case digd

we get the 20 percent?

MR. KNIGHT: wWell, I think clearly the problems
that are going to be discussed in the not too distant future
both here at the table and also with the utility in design
implementation and document controls and in the general
conduct of the design program, led to, first of all, the
situation where €rrors were created and secondly, where
they were missed. These calculations were checked.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Was small bore pPiping
handled differently than larger piping? Handled by a
different group?

MR. KNIGHT: 1It's handled by a different group.
It's handled by a group onsite as opposed to the large
bore piping, which is done by engineers in the design
offices at the home office a.d in this particular case in
PG&E and Bechtel, San Francisco. And that's the usual
procedure. It's done by usually a self-contained group
onsite because there is such an intensive interaction.

This piping is one of the last things done in the plant, it
has to-be run in and around structures and other equipment,
and a lot of custom work has to be done.

COMMISSIONER SILINSKY: Could you give us just
a bit of a feeling for the significance of the systems in

which this piping plays a role? Or the significance of
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the piping?

MR KNIGHT. It ranges all the way from sample
lines, half-inch, quarter inch sample lines up to systems
like the reactor coolant pPump seal injection, Reactor
coQlant pump seal cooling, excusze me. It's two inches in
diameter and below in this case.

Of course, all of our djscussions related --
it's safety related systems, angd each has its assigned

safety fuctions.

MR. DENTON: What we're talki.ug about is the

supports for this piping mainly,
" MR. KNIGHT: Yes.

MR. DCNTON: Seigmic supports,.hangers, any
kind of support, and these used to be done relatively
simple, through handbook type equations, and today has
become practically an art form as to how to properly
compensate for all the stresses, including seismic.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: It was my understanding

from reading -- if I read it correctly -- that the errors

crept in primarily on computer analysis. 1Is that right?

“hp ey

&8 ¥ 8B B

‘IR. KNTCHT: There are, fcr purposes of discussioL,
essentially two broad groups of these calculations. One is
those which arc done Ly %and, essentlally using either span
formulas or some simpliried approach. And the others, where

a standard code like STRUDL is used. A stryctural analysis

r b - o
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code, and the error rate vas -- that we're discussing here
was in that group of calculations which were done by
cemputer,

MR. DENTON: I would Just say we were unhappy
with the result that we found and required the utility to
do samples. They did some samples, and you might relate,
Jim, what was found when you had them redo a bunch of
calculations.

MR. KNIGHT: They have now =-- or at least at
last report -- had taken 130 of the calculations, including
those that were originally found to contain errors hy the
staff, and redone those calculations for the purpose of
discerning whether or notwth the error corrected there
were still deficiencies, or would be deficiencies, in the
functioral capability. In othner words, with the errors

corrected, would the Supports be shown to meet the original

design criteria.

The answer to date has been that in each of those

cases, ultimately the support was shown to be adequate as
instalied.

Since there were pressing questions on the
adequacy of the design control measures employed when those
calculations were done the first time, we sent the Region I
inspector out to-observe the process of re-reviewing those ;

calculations to assure ourselves that it wasn't the faulty

—

]
-3
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process, reviewing calculations and making some of the same
mistakes. In this instance, the group that did the review
was back at the main office in San Francisco, and the
inspector's report indicates that both the process, the
qualification of the people and the process employed was
sound.

I guess at this point it's important to try to

sum up the staff's posture here. Having found these

problems in design control, although we haven't completed the

process whereby we would identify on one concise list each
and every problem as we now see them, get a utility rasponse
and duvelop a corrective action, it certainly has gone far
enough for us to bz able to say these problems do exist,
to recognize that they do exist and to look into that next
step which was the adequacy of the plant as best we can
discern it. And I think we've taken a pretty good look at
that.

Given that to date we have not seen any
significant impacts on the actual installed eguipment in
the plant, given that the plant has been through one or more
heatuds so if there were some broad scale inadequacy in
support that would indicate a process out of control =--
large interferences and supports over stressing or not
function, given that that has not occurred, we feel that

it's desirable and prudent at this point to proceed with

m“m‘
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the 5 percent license and over the next several months as
an integrated program, correct the pProgrammatic deficiencies
that we've seen in the pPiping area and then continue on
with staff review and audit of those corrective actions
prior to full power licensing.

Now, sitting at my right is Mr. Yin from
Region III who has been a Principal inspector in this
effort, and MR. Yin has Some comments that he would like to
make.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Okay.

MR. YIN: Mr. Chairman and members of the
Commission, I'd like to ask your permission to let me read
a short deposition that I made.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Okay.

MR. YIN: My name is Isa Yin. I am presently
working in Region III, Division of Engineering, as a
Senior Mechanical Engineer. Relative to Diablo Canyon

Nuclear Power 2lant team inspection effort, I was assigned

the responsibility of following up on some of the allegations

made by Mr. Charlie Stokes. The specific investigation
areas were restricted to the site small bore piping
suspension system design control. However, due to hardware
deficiencies observed during plant walkdown, the Licensee
design control measures for large bore Piping system had

also been included as a part of the overview inspection and

R
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evaluation.

As a result of the investigation and inspection

findings, it's my professional opinion that che Unit 1
reactor should not be permitted co go critical at this time.
The reasons for such determination are as follows:

One, Almost all of the Stokes allegations
assigned to me for follow-up have been substantiated. Based
on the many assessed violations against the 10 CFR 50
Appendix B criteria resulting from followup on these
allegations and the indepedent overview inspections, it was
concluded that there had been apparent QA program breakdowns

in the areas of small bore and large bore piping design

control. [
Two, Pibing systems cannot be subjected to true
functionability tests until after severe transient conditions

such as an earthquake had occurred. The cnsurance of

system operability relies principally on analytical methods.

In spite of this dependence on theory and analysis,

_ yichs |
the lack of licensee large bore and small bore piping system |

design control that aad resulted in an alarmingly large
number of calculation errors and deficiencies that had

slipped through various review and checking stages, is

indicative of the failure of the Corrective Actior Program

conducted by the Diablo Canyon Project group in the past

two years.
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Issues raised in responding to the staff's
initial concerns were discussed during a meeting held with
the Diablo Canyon Project personnel at the NRC-NRR offices
on December 15, 1983. Discussions included onsite design
personnel training, document control, audits, design
verification, thermal loading release within the rigid
restraint gaps, and snubber/rigid restraint interaction.

At the time of the meeting, none of the issues was considered
to be a problem by the Diablo Canyon Project. However, durin
follow-up inspections, all the above items have resulted.in
staff assessment of violation items. The event reflected
Diablo Canyon Project's lack of concern for establishment

and implementation of a sound design control QA program.

Four, Hardware problems involving snubber and
rigid restraint interaction that could make the snubber
inoperable under design conditions were identified in
LaSalle Unit 1 just before the NRC operation license hearing
and have resulted in licensee filing of a 10 CFR 50.50(e)
report, and removal and replacement of hundreds of large
and small bore nechénical snubbers.

The Diablo Canyon Project's position in regarding
the same situc.:ons identified as the Diablo Canyon Nuclear
Power Plant to be not a problem requires in-depth review
and evaluation by the staff.

Five, At the present, with fuel loaded in the

[ —
B B e L e .

“ e



-——

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

21

24

82

Unit 1 reactor, the access control including complicated
Security system and the poor air quality resulting from
System hot functional testings, makes inspection inside the
containment difficult and interolerable. With the expecta-
tion that there will be, one, a substantial amount of staff
and licensee re-inspection activities and, two, some system
hardware modification and rework to allow reactor low power
testing before resolving the existing problems could dis-
courage additional inspection effort and could hinder any
required corrective actions,

This is the end of my deposition.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: You say you were reading
from a deposition? Is that something we have?

MR. YIN: This is == T wanted éo cover everything
in my mind, and then =--

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: I was just wondering do we
have something to look at?

MR. KNIGHT : It's a written statement.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Can we get it so that we
can deliberate on it? Does the staff have comment on it?

MR. DENTON: Well, it's a clear difference of
opinion but on a narrow issue. I think it would be helpful
to let me try to summarize the differences. I don't think
there are any technical differences between them as to what

needs to be done, forgetting about when they're done, for
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the moment. I think we've told the licensee to do it and
I think the policy issue ig 4o they do it before fuel load

or should they be allowed to do it during low power testing.

It's my view, taking everything into account
and what goes on during low power and the fact that no
hardware changes have been found to be necessary so far,
that this can be done during low power testing. So the
staff's view is that it's not necessary to do this prior to
fuel load, but I did want to call this different view to the
Commission's attention and get your guidance on that point.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: So the issue is when we
do it? 1Is that the way you understand it, Isa?

MR. YIN: There usually is -- right now there
are approximately 49 violation items ou;standing, and it
would seem to me difficult to even imagine thinking about
going critical without talking about resolving at least
some of the critical issues that caused the almost total
QA breakdcwn in this particular area.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: 49 violations -- is this
something that I missad earlier?

“YR. DENTON: I think =- Yyou need to understand
that there's a team of people doing this, involving Isa
from Region III, people from Region I and people from
Region II and Brookhave, and I think Jim told me that the

next step would be to =-- once Isa has produced his report --
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to have it peer reviewed by the other people from the other
regions and then decide what to do. I think Isa is telling
you his opinion of what the situation is there.

MR. YIN: The 49 violation items are all
resulting from my own investigation and inspection effort.
And it's divided up into eight different criteria against
the 10 CFR 50 Appendix C criteria.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Aren't these accepted by
the staff as being =--

MR. YIN: 1I'm not too sure they even revieweq
them.

MR. KNIGHT: We haven't reached that point yet.
As I said earlier, it needs to be -- Isa has, I believe, a
few more days of inspection activity. Th; report then would
be prepared and take its normal course to review. Here we
have the task of bringing together an inspection effort
conducted out of NRR, for good reason, and then to be
combined with the activity now underway in Region V, since
the final effort, final enforcement effort, will come out
of Region V.

MR. DENTON: And if enforcement actions are
necessary they'd be taken in due time. But I was focusing
on rectifying the deficiencies in the plant, if there are
any, and that's where I didn't think there was any major

technical differences between Isa and the others on what
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There was really a concerted effort by Commonwealth Edison
people, and I was the one who oversaw the effort and make
sure everything was replaced or corrected.

CHAIRMAN PALLADINO: Do we know what needs to
be corrected? Go ahead.

MR. DENTON: I think one issue, too, that
complicates this is a question of what's adequate versus
what's better. In other words, Isa thinks that many plants
have too many snubbers and they could lock up and cause
problems, and I think at LaSalle, through your efforts, you
were able to get them to remove a large number of snubbers.

MR. YIN: More than 620.

MR. DENTON: So he's like to see the same
approach taken at La Salle taken here.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: 600 snubbers removed at
LaSalle as a result of your review?

MR. YIN: Yes. So it's really a significant
problem.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Could you say something
about your background or qualifications in this area?

“IR. DENTON: I think they're quite good.

M. YIN: My previous experience was with
Bechtel, Parsons and Generl Electric, San Jose. And I've
been with the Commission for about 10 years.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: And in terms of your

e
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expertise on the piping, would you say something about that?

MR. YIN: I have a stress analyst for many years
with GE and with Bechtel.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Have you worked with
these systems in particular?

MR. YIN: Yes. Extensively.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: Could you just say
briefly once again in a couple of sentences why turning
the plant makes it more difficult to correct the problems?

MR. YIN: Well, I was only invited to go to
Diablo Canyon four months ago, so before that, I have no
knowledge about what was going on in Diablo Canyon.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: But ip terms of why
turning the plant on makes it more difficult to deal with
these problems.

MR. YIN: Well, I was in the containment about
two or three weeks ago, and the air was so irritating, my
eyes were watering and my breathing was difficult because
of the whole containment shut tight, and a lot of testing
was going on. Not to mention the heat and the noise: just
the air itself is so bad you just couldn't stay there for
more than two hours. And I stayed there about four hours
sO by the time I got out I almost felt sick.

COMMISSIONER GILINSKY: So you're saying it's

more difficult to inspect the pipe?
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MR. YIN: Well, it's more difficult if not

impossible tecause if you let it go critical, then you have
to wear a mask or a half mask or a full mask or maybe you
have to suit up, and climbing up and down, it's a<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>